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One nresslng concern in Engllsh educatlon today~1s student “
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), -the largest professional organization of lanéugsé arts
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{wer
teachers 1n the Unlted States, interpreted the latest‘results of

l(w

the Natlonal Assessment of Educatlonal Progress as "dlsturblng .

ev1dence that at least some of the best high school students are

understlmulated by the wrltlng currlculum, and that there is

'

- wholesale stagnation.throughout the high school years among the

least able whiters"?(helion} 1975, p.29). Theyldeclared-l976

% N"; \

P 'the year of comp051t10n and v wed to do "somethlng" about the

cr1s1s in writing. NewsWeek ﬂagaz1ne s Decsimber 8, 1975,

cover story? "Why Johnny Can’t Write," popularized the problem,”

stimulating pubiic as. well as p

-~

ofessional concern.

The problems in the field of composition go far beyond

whether or not students write mor podrly now than they did in
the past. Many teachers question tnelr own ablllty and, for
that matter, anyone's ablllty'to,t”aeh composition., . Furthermore,

{  those.convinced that they can and do teach students to improve

. their writingihave difficulty demongtrating their -convictions. .
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MODELS OF THE EVALUATION ‘PROCES;S THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-

writkng. Members of the National Council of Teachers(eﬁiEngklsh ‘: N\
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.results in erratic evaluatlons of student napers by’ ‘teachers
‘ .~' .and by researchers. .Joseph Wllllams in a keynote address at the
tannﬁal meetinéﬁof ofWNﬁTE in 1976‘emphasdzed how 1little researchers
knov about how and why evaluators'or teaohers judge student -

papers as they do. This inability to evaluate compositions

V
-
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_ has kept both’pedagogyland research at é'primitive level.

Host of the past. attempts to solve problems in evaluatlon

have either failed to answer or “have 1gnored a central questlon' .

why do evaluators award the ra+1ngs they do to student papers? iﬂﬂ

¢ To answer thiis question researchers need to,1dent1fy the factor

o

hnfluence the evaluatlon. : \

E -0 Hiller, Marcotte, and Martin (1969) after \completlng a
° \

‘study of studen’t essays suggested. . ) \' .- N

\ if a given. characterlstlc is present rn an essay,
\ does that characterlstlc affect the e€8say's

\ gquality as. reflected in the grade asslgned by .

\ @xpert ‘graders. To answer this qwestlon we should

’ \ have to manipulate the quarlty»andfquantlty of -
»relevant category items under ah/expeflmental

?rocedure. (pee 274) ; ; i

A J

Most past researchzmtemptlng toildentlfy the factors '

=

1nfluen01ng raters‘ judgments has been correlatlonal and,

{

therefore, could not establlsh patterns of 1nfluence Experi- ,

: mental\research is needed. BN A

\ - *,'..4 T .
The correlatlonal studles Ain comp051tlon evaluatlon,
1

furthermore, haveé tended to“foeus on the paper or the r%ter,‘

but not both. Paper-focused stud1es e.g. Page (1968)

. Slotnlck and Knapp (1971) Hiller et all. (1969), Thompson (12976),
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and Nold and Freedman (Forthcoming) -correlated properties of

—

the student papers such as the number of spelling errors and the

- length of essay with ratlngs of those papers. " Rateér-focused ,

-

’ " - studies [e.b. Dladerlch et al. (1961) and Meyers eu,al (1966)]
correlated characterlstlcs of the raters such as personal blasgs

N : \ o
I, - © -and degree of leniency w1th their ratlngs. . ) /

e Part A of Flgure 1 depicts the assumptlons of the paper— B
focused=stu&ies. The rater 1s,outs1de the bounds of the .
evaluation process because all(raters are expected to .give the

~__same response, much liké a computer. DPart B of Figure 1 depicts

/ . the assumptlons -of the rater-focused studles. The paper remains

EY} '; outslde the pfocess. Dlsagreement between raters results from
H A ' .
¢ ;hthelr blases and .other personal qualltles. . . ) ,_g

Figure 2 provides .a more comprehensive model on which

experimental studies could be based., Both the evaluator and the

SR S

paper are central to the process, The r301procal arrow connectiﬁé?”‘ =

T

1
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the rater and paper represents an 1nterplay bétween the two. The
\.
qualltles in the paper are meanlngful in terms of how the evalu—

_ator percelves them. The evaluator creates part -of the meanlng

e e s tn i .

of the paper, but qualltles 1ntr1ns1c to the paper set bounds»“'“‘
‘on the meanlng the evaluator may create., Most of the tlme the. 3;—m-_§;
rating is based on this interplay. However, the line comnecting

. the rating with the paper is dotted %o allow for ratings thap
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‘are not based totally om: qualltles within the paper. Posner,
for example, revealed thet raters gave hlgher marks to papers
\

they thought\wrltten by honors»students than those they thought'

Pl

\ ’ N S 5 h : J P
B \ LT : - 3 EEE IR
; o t T\ ) T
ERIC P

A Fui e providod oy eric [ < B . - . . PR
R . S

m;ﬁe-lm ) .
St e cnt e o ) R 4 ATt e - e o R e B ekt 5 ol o Kt

., . .
b R e Rk T ST e s T % P s T e i F oS e SR e 5 o TN




Earlvj I'Y\Odels S
.05 the ‘ ) :
- Evaluation Pocess '

_.-/‘

-
» -
a‘b s
Ry LY ° x L]
b
v -
- ) .
o
* ' ot -
. . -
- * ; N
- I
’ ¥
” ~ / .
_ b > »
A . . B ] ;
3 o,
: ¥
.r R ; i
e ‘HR‘ E /
T ST —— j
i Sn o i -
[ ————— e Pl f
- = ——
—— - / - \ "
e Y
’ > -
. . -
l ‘“y B -
1
frad . .
| .
;
gt \
v
‘. .

- - -
L - ‘}\-
>~ - - R \
. / :
; o
‘ ¥
*

e

~




R

- Present Madet . 05 the Evaluatioy
- Proce /ég L S

-
L.
-
i
]
9
¥ .
-
-
.
-
.
.
A}
.
K
J
] e
S T O I o R # o e T S S




;/>;//f evaluatlon 1nclude~ aptltudes, educatlon, teaching and wrltlng

written by averege students (4n Diederich, 1974, ppa 11-13).

How the evaluator'perceives and'reacts to‘the pa\\i\is

modulated by personal characterlstlcs resulting f rom intrinsic .

W

R D
qualltles and past and present experlenges as wgl; as by a
clrcumstantlai env1ronment manifest at the time of the readlng.

These personal characterlstacs likely to be 1mportant topthe

/f

experlence, prlor\knpwledge about‘the wrlter, and personal anxi-

ﬁ//';

"‘§ ) time of day; leugtP of task;. ph&sical environmentf-cOMforf of

‘5\;,: A /l' . f’: - - i 3 - LN PR . ) i ,. . i

. éties and tenslons. The circumstantial env1ronment, the 1mmed1-
’ s - = - .

~ - ‘ .
ate coritext of the reading, consists of features llke:_training;

ﬁﬁk o chairs, lighting of room, heating, noise'le%el“ vhe nature of
the task--the klnd of ratlng scale, types oghpapers to be read
e (narratlve, exposltory), context of other papers, inferences A

\\ about the writers based on readlng the, paper. 'The’shaded
erea in Pigure 2 1llustrates the meldlng of these personal

’
¢

characterlstlcs with the c1rcumstant1al env1ronment durlng

)\ . i - “‘f
' 'l;heg‘:,valuatlon)process. . . :/4:? S ° o ..

ﬁxoerlmental research on the eva}uatlon process must “be:

deslgneg to_allow . examlnatlon of the entlre context of the *%-**“*
»

evaluatfkn-—a study of the 1nterplay“between the paper and

the evalua§or. I propose that the evaluator s qualltles in-
conjunctiogaw1th the paper 1tself determlne his or ﬁer per-, -
ception and zvaluatlon :0f the paper. The evaluator's perceptlon
- Fof the paper, gn a partlcular context, written by a partlcular
writer, under particular condltlons, w1ll determlne the rating.
2 o 3?5‘, - ‘-4“_-‘"‘ C e
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